
From: Ryerson.Teddy
To: Horst Greczmiel (
Cc: Blumenfeld, Jared; Martynowicz, Trina
Subject: Latest draft Rosemont Itinerary
Date: Friday, January 17, 2014 3:57:02 PM
Attachments: DRAFT Proposed Itinerary for Rosemont Visit 011714 v1.docx

Dear Horst – per our conversation, here is the latest draft itinerary for the Rosemont trip in late
 January.  We can talk more about this, and also help you calendar your flights etc, early next week. 
 Have a fabulous 3 day weekend!
 

From: Martynowicz, Trina 
Sent: Friday, January 17, 2014 2:16 PM
To: Ryerson.Teddy
Subject: Latest Rosemont Itinerary
 
Here’s the latest itinerary.
 
Trina Martynowicz
Special Assistant to the Regional Administrator
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (ORA-1)
San Francisco, CA 94105
415.972.3474
Martynowicz.Trina@epa.gov
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From: Goforth, Kathleen
To: Greczmiel, Horst
Cc: Blumenfeld, Jared; Diamond, Jane; Scott, Jeff; Kopocis, Ken; Bromm, Susan; Rader, Cliff; Brush, Jason; Jessop,

 Carter; Herrera, Angeles; Hanf, Lisa; Johnson, Kathleen; Leidy, Robert; Evans, David; Goldmann, Elizabeth
Subject: RE: Next Steps and Agency views on Mitigation - Deliberative - pre-decisional RE: Rosemont Mine - Deferral?
Date: Thursday, January 09, 2014 9:13:22 AM
Attachments: 2013 12 30 PimaCountyRosemontMitigationLettertoCorps.pdf

Horst –
 
The views that we previously submitted (in your message below) continue to reflect EPA’s
 perspective on the waters of the U.S. impacts of the proposed Rosemont Mine project and the
 deficiencies of the mitigation concepts proposed to date.  As noted in those views, the
 proposed mine project would eliminate a largely undisturbed network of 18 linear miles of
 desert streams through direct fill, and cause groundwater drawdown impacting surface waters
 across approximately 64,000 acres of the Cienega Creek watershed.  These secondary 404
 impacts will result in the loss of hundreds of additional acres of riparian vegetation and the
 drying of perennial streams, according to the EIS. 

 
EPA believes a watershed approach to mitigation is both consistent with long-held Corps/EPA
 policy and regulations, and is necessary given the scope of impacts.  Conceptually, what
 would be necessary to offset the impacts as we understand them would be a comprehensive,
 regional preservation program bringing priority conservation lands together that include at
 least as many waters of the U.S. stream miles (distributed similarly on the landscape—not
 lumped together in one small parcel) preserved as will be impacted.  Preservation on this 1:1
 basis would be necessary, but not sufficient under the regulations, unless waters of the U.S.
 can be functionally enhanced on the preservation lands (in ways that can be measured and
 verified).  In the absence of functional enhancement, the stream miles preserved-to-impacted
 ratio would need to be significantly greater than 1:1.  To the extent practicable, the mitigation
 should be in the Cienega Creek watershed to truly offset impacts.

 
Attached is a copy of the 12/30/13 letter from the Pima County Administrator to Colonel
 Colloton, which reinforces many of these views.  The County controls the Pantano Dam
 parcel, which has been the focus of most mitigation credit discussions to date.  Like EPA, the
 County’s letter emphasizes the inadequacy of small, isolated parcels to serve as compensatory
 mitigation for destruction of an “entire, intact, contiguous . . .ecoysystem,” and suggests that
 many priority conservation parcels are potentially available and have not been evaluated.
  Although the County lists measures necessary for mitigation activities at Pantano to be
 possible (e.g., find actual water, secure the rights to it, provide conveyance, etc), EPA agrees
 that Pantano alone would be insufficient as a mitigation strategy.  This 2-mile stretch of
 stream habitat would fail to replace the ecosystem services of the 18 miles being directly
 eliminated, and would leave mitigation for the significant secondary impacts of the discharges
 unaddressed. 

 
Best wishes for the new year –
-Kathy
 
 

From: Greczmiel, Horst [mailto:Horst_Greczmiel@ceq.eop.gov] 
Sent: Monday, December 23, 2013 7:46 AM
To: 'Cal Joyner (cjoyner@fs.fed.us)'; 'Jim Upchurch (jupchurch01@fs.fed.us)'; Kopocis, Ken; Blumenfeld,
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From: Scott, Jeff
To: Goforth, Kathleen; Horst Greczmiel; Brush, Jason
Subject: RE: Next Steps and Agency views on Mitigation - Deliberative - pre-decisional RE: Rosemont Mine - Deferral?
Date: Wednesday, January 22, 2014 8:38:00 AM

Horst-
 
We appreciate you reaching out to us and even more importantly all the leadership help you have
 been providing as part of this process.   I need to reschedule one of a couple things and need about
 another hour to figure out what time will work.  We will get back to you soon.
 
Thanks!
 
Jeff Scott
Director, Waste Management Division &
Communites & Ecosystems Division
EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St
San Francisco, CA  94105
 
Phone:  (415) 972-3311
Fax: (415) 947-3530
 

From: Goforth, Kathleen 
Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2014 8:10 AM
To: Horst Greczmiel; Scott, Jeff; Brush, Jason
Subject: Re: Next Steps and Agency views on Mitigation - Deliberative - pre-decisional RE: Rosemont
 Mine - Deferral?
 
I am available after 2pm PST today.
- Kathy

From: Greczmiel, Horst < >
Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2014 3:13:09 PM
To: Goforth, Kathleen; Scott, Jeff; Brush, Jason
Subject: RE: Next Steps and Agency views on Mitigation - Deliberative - pre-decisional RE: Rosemont
 Mine - Deferral?
 
Kathy, Jeff, and Jason,
I’d like to have a brief call with the Region staff most focused on the water/wetlands mitigation prior
 to the Friday 3pm call.  Are you and Jeff available tomorrow the 22d after 1pm your time?
Thank you, Horst
 

From: Goforth, Kathleen [mailto:Goforth.Kathleen@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, January 09, 2014 12:13 PM
To: Greczmiel, Horst
Cc: Blumenfeld, Jared; Diamond, Jane; Scott, Jeff; Kopocis, Ken; Bromm, Susan; Rader, Cliff; Brush,
 Jason; Jessop, Carter; Herrera, Angeles; Hanf, Lisa; Johnson, Kathleen; Leidy, Robert; Evans, David;
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From: Goforth, Kathleen
To: Horst Greczmiel; Scott, Jeff; Brush, Jason
Subject: Re: Next Steps and Agency views on Mitigation - Deliberative - pre-decisional RE: Rosemont Mine - Deferral?
Date: Wednesday, January 22, 2014 8:09:45 AM

I am available after 2pm PST today.
- Kathy

From: Greczmiel, Horst <Horst_Greczmiel@ceq.eop.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2014 3:13:09 PM
To: Goforth, Kathleen; Scott, Jeff; Brush, Jason
Subject: RE: Next Steps and Agency views on Mitigation - Deliberative - pre-decisional RE: Rosemont
 Mine - Deferral?
 
Kathy, Jeff, and Jason,
I’d like to have a brief call with the Region staff most focused on the water/wetlands mitigation prior
 to the Friday 3pm call.  Are you and Jeff available tomorrow the 22d after 1pm your time?
Thank you, Horst
 
From: Goforth, Kathleen [mailto:Goforth.Kathleen@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, January 09, 2014 12:13 PM
To: Greczmiel, Horst
Cc: Blumenfeld, Jared; Diamond, Jane; Scott, Jeff; Kopocis, Ken; Bromm, Susan; Rader, Cliff; Brush,
 Jason; Jessop, Carter; Herrera, Angeles; Hanf, Lisa; Johnson, Kathleen; Leidy, Robert; Evans, David;
 Goldmann, Elizabeth
Subject: RE: Next Steps and Agency views on Mitigation - Deliberative - pre-decisional RE: Rosemont
 Mine - Deferral?
 
Horst –
 
The views that we previously submitted (in your message below) continue to reflect EPA’s
 perspective on the waters of the U.S. impacts of the proposed Rosemont Mine project and the
 deficiencies of the mitigation concepts proposed to date.  As noted in those views, the
 proposed mine project would eliminate a largely undisturbed network of 18 linear miles of
 desert streams through direct fill, and cause groundwater drawdown impacting surface waters
 across approximately 64,000 acres of the Cienega Creek watershed.  These secondary 404
 impacts will result in the loss of hundreds of additional acres of riparian vegetation and the
 drying of perennial streams, according to the EIS. 

 
EPA believes a watershed approach to mitigation is both consistent with long-held Corps/EPA
 policy and regulations, and is necessary given the scope of impacts.  Conceptually, what
 would be necessary to offset the impacts as we understand them would be a comprehensive,
 regional preservation program bringing priority conservation lands together that include at
 least as many waters of the U.S. stream miles (distributed similarly on the landscape—not
 lumped together in one small parcel) preserved as will be impacted.  Preservation on this 1:1
 basis would be necessary, but not sufficient under the regulations, unless waters of the U.S.
 can be functionally enhanced on the preservation lands (in ways that can be measured and
 verified).  In the absence of functional enhancement, the stream miles preserved-to-impacted
 ratio would need to be significantly greater than 1:1.  To the extent practicable, the mitigation
 should be in the Cienega Creek watershed to truly offset impacts.



 
Attached is a copy of the 12/30/13 letter from the Pima County Administrator to Colonel
 Colloton, which reinforces many of these views.  The County controls the Pantano Dam
 parcel, which has been the focus of most mitigation credit discussions to date.  Like EPA, the
 County’s letter emphasizes the inadequacy of small, isolated parcels to serve as compensatory
 mitigation for destruction of an “entire, intact, contiguous . . .ecoysystem,” and suggests that
 many priority conservation parcels are potentially available and have not been evaluated.
  Although the County lists measures necessary for mitigation activities at Pantano to be
 possible (e.g., find actual water, secure the rights to it, provide conveyance, etc), EPA agrees
 that Pantano alone would be insufficient as a mitigation strategy.  This 2-mile stretch of
 stream habitat would fail to replace the ecosystem services of the 18 miles being directly
 eliminated, and would leave mitigation for the significant secondary impacts of the discharges
 unaddressed. 

 
Best wishes for the new year –
-Kathy
 
 
From: Greczmiel, Horst [mailto:  
Sent: Monday, December 23, 2013 7:46 AM
To: 'Cal Joyner (cjoyner@fs.fed.us)'; 'Jim Upchurch (jupchurch01@fs.fed.us)'; Kopocis, Ken; Blumenfeld,
 Jared; Bromm, Susan; Rader, Cliff; Goforth, Kathleen; 'Ann Acheson - CEQ (aacheson@fs.fed.us)'; 'Joe
 Carbone (jcarbone@fs.fed.us)'; 'Robert Bonnie (robert.bonnie@osec.usda.gov)'; 'Meryl Harrell
 (meryl.harrell@osec.usda.gov)'; 'Blaine, Marjorie E SPL'; 'Castanon, David J SPL'; Meg.E.Gaffney-
Smith 'Dave Sire (david sire@ios.doi.gov)'; 'Deborah Rawhouser (drawhous@blm.gov)';
 'Edwin Roberson'; Ann Acheson - CEQ (aacheson@fs.fed.us); Thomas_Flanagan@nps.gov; David
 Cottingham (David_Cottingham@fws.gov); Larry Bright (Larry_bright@fws.gov)
Cc: Guzy, Gary S.; Boots, Michael J.; Patel, Manisha
Subject: Next Steps and Agency views on Mitigation - Deliberative - pre-decisional RE: Rosemont Mine -
 Deferral?
Importance: High
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#     #     #     #
 
Thank you all and have a safe, healthy, and joy-filled holiday!
 
Horst Greczmiel
Associate Director for NEPA Oversight
Council on Environmental Quality

 P
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail
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From: Maura Kwiatkowski
To: Ally Miller; Andres Cano; Benny Gomez; Deb Miller; Evangelina Quihuis; Frank Franco; Hope E. Cramer; Jade Sia;

 Jennifer C. Coyle; Jennifer Cabrera; Jennifer Eckstrom; Jennifer Wong; Joseph Cuffari; Keith Bagwell; Kiki
 Navarro; Marcos Perez; Michael Lundin; Paula Maxwell; Ramon Valadez; Ray Carroll; Richard Elias; Sharon
 Bronson; Shirley Lamonna; Tom Ward

Cc: "jupchurch01@fs.fed.us"; "ledmunds@fs.fed.us"; Blumenfeld, Jared; "Henry Darwin (hrd@azdeq.gov)"; "Larry D
 Voyles (lvoyles@azgfd.gov)"

Subject: Visual Understanding of the Adverse Impacts of the Rosemont Mine Proposal
Date: Friday, January 17, 2014 3:51:39 PM
Attachments: SCA-COPIER-14011716290.pdf

Good afternoon, Supervisors.
 
Please see the enclosed memorandum from Mr. Huckelberry regarding this subject.
 
Regards,
Maura
 
 
Maura J. Kwiatkowski
Chief Administrative Assistant to
Pima County Administrator Chuck Huckelberry
130 W. Congress Street, Floor 10
Tucson, Arizona 85701
520.724.8587
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Impacts of the Rosemont Mine and Management Area 16 on the 

Integrity of the Northern Santa Rita Mountains for Wildlife 

January 16, 2014 

Brian Powell 

Julia Fonseca 

Pima County Office of Sustainability and Conservation 

Summary 

The proposed Rosemont Mine is located near to the north end of the Santa Rita Mountains.  Its 

position on the landscape and in geographic relationship with other areas of the Coronado 

National Forest within the Santa Rita Mountains raise additional concerns for the mine’s 

impacts on wildlife populations, which have not been fully analyzed . Further, the Forest 

Service’s proposal to designate a new management area (known as Management Area 16) that 

surrounds the footprint of the Preferred Alternative could open the site to additional mine‐

related development that would further isolate the north portion of the Forest for wildlife and 

put the inter‐mountain movement of some species at risk.  This report looks at the results of 

the Barrel Alternative and designation of Management Area 16 on wildlife movement into and 

out of this isolated area north of the mine.  The report also 

highlights the threats that these actions will have on Pima 

County’s conservation investments in the Cienega Valley.   

Landscape Fragmentation and Connectivity in the Sky Island 

Region 

Pima County is blessed with being at the heart of one of the most 

biologically diverse areas of North America.  Two main factors are 

responsible for this biodiversity. First, the County is located at the 

crossroads of four major biogeographic provinces (i.e., areas with 

similar plants and animals) of North America, where influences 

from the Rocky Mountains, Sierra Madre, and the Sonoran, 

Chihuahuan, and Mojave deserts come together (Fig. 1).  The 

second main factor is the elevational gradients of our area, from 

low‐elevation deserts to mountains peaks. In southern Arizona 

and far western New Mexico, this area is known as the Sky 

Islands: forested ranges separated by vast expanses of desert 

and grassland plains.  

Figure 1.  Southeastern 
Arizona is at the confluence of 
4 major biogeographic 
provinces of North America, 
which is a key reason for its 
high biodiversity.  Image from 
the Sky Islands Alliance.  
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Figure 3.  Roads in eastern Pima County.  Depending on road traffic use, roads can be a major barrier 
to animal movement 
 
The loss of biodiversity due to habitat loss and fragmentation in Pima County has long been 
recognized and plans are being development and carried out to mitigate for these impacts.  
Most notable among them is the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (SDCP), which incorporates 
a biological goal related to protection of biodiversity:  

To ensure the long‐term survival of the full spectrum of plants and animals that are 

indigenous to Pima County through maintaining or improving the habitat conditions 

and ecosystem functions necessary for their survival.  

The tools used by the County to advance the SDCP—namely zoning and land acquisition—were 
developed in large part to complement the existing lands that were protected and/or remain as 
open space and which provide habitat and facilitate species’ movement.  In this way, the lands 
bought and leased by Pima County took into account the needs of species to move across the 
landscape.   
 
More recently, there have other planning efforts in Pima County that have focused on 
understanding and protecting wildlife linkages and wildlife corridors in Pima County (Beier et. 
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al. 2007), including a series of workshops that resulted in the identification of major wildlife 
corridors in Pima County (Figure 4; Arizona Game and Fish Department 2012).  The results show 
the importance of key areas for wildlife movement, such as the north end of the Santa Rita 
Mountains.   
 
Impacts of the Rosemont Mine and Management Area 16 on Wildlife Movement and Habitat  

The Forest Service’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) acknowledges—to some 

degree—that wildlife habitat and movement will be impacted by the Rosemont Mine (Table 

129 of the FEIS).  However, the Service has not considered the mine and associated 

infrastructure impacts on the portion of the Santa Rita Ecosystem Management Unit (EMU) 

north of the mine (Fig. 4).  This area, which is approximately 13,000 acres in size, is mostly wild 

backcountry, with few roads or even human trails, and much of it rugged (U. S. Forest Service 

2013b).  The most prominent feature of this area is the 6,200 foot Mt. Fagan, but the area also 

contains grasslands, woodlands, and oak forests as well as a high density of the springs and 

intermittent streams that undoubtedly sustain important populations of wildlife.   

The FEIS contains language related to a new management area (Management Area 16) around 

the footprint of the Barrel (Preferred) Alternative (Fig. 4). Creation of the Management Area 

not only makes the Barrel Alternative consistent with the Forest Plan, but it would make it 

easier to locate future mining activities in an area that is thousands of acres larger than what is 

needed for the Barrel Alternative.  Management Area 16 provisions would deem future mining 

activities compatible while eliminating the current requirement for maintenance of wildlife 

habitat (USFS 2013b).  Future requests of mining‐related activity would most likely originate 

from one or more of Rosemont’s three other patented mining claim resource areas (Fig. 4) 

and/or expansion of the Rosemont operation being considered in the FEIS. These activities are 

not just theoretical.  In the FEIS (U. S. Forest Service 2013a), Rosemont states their intention to 

buy out the Forest Service land at Broadtop Butte and do further exploration and development 

of Broadtop, Copper World and Peach‐Elgin. The Forest Service has not analyzed the potential 

impacts that these combined impacts will have on species or ecosystem functions and services 

of this isolated area of the Forest to the north. 

Because these impacts have not been fully analyzed by the Forest Service, Pima County 

undertook an analysis using Southwestern ReGAP data for southern Arizona.  We chose ReGAP 

because of its availability and widespread use as a proxy for wildlife habitat (U. S. Geological 

Survey 2005; Boykin et. al. 2007), which was our focus.  Because of the large number of 

vegetation type classifications, we combined all vegetation types into their dominant 

community type: Forest/Woodland, Grassland/Desert Scrub, Developed, and Other.  We then 

mapped these results, which are found in Figure 5.   
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Figure 4.  Location of the proposed Rosemont Mine, associated patented mining claims, and 
Management Area 16 in relationship to wildlife linkages and the rest of the Coronado National 
Forest’s Santa Rita Ecosystem Management Area.  Activities associated with these mining activities 
have not been analyzed as they relate to wildlife populations in the portion of the Coronado National 
Forest that will be isolated (purple) or on the effects of wildlife movement (via linkages) among the 
Whetstone, Santa Rita, and Rincon mountains.   
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This figure shows the similarity of the major vegetation types between areas south of the mine 

(and Management Area 16) and the isolated area to the north.  We can then infer, with a 

reasonable amount of confidence, that the current situation is one of similarity of dominant 

vegetation communities equating to a robust exchange of individuals and populations in this 

area.  However, if the mine begins operation, this northern area will become isolated from the 

habitat to the south, thereby slowing or shutting down this exchange.  This can lead to all types 

of problems for these wildlife communities, such as loss of fitness and population declines 

(Rapport et. al. 1998).   These and other factors have not been analyzed in the FEIS.  Should 

additional actions occur in Management Area 16, this will further the loss and fragmentation of 

habitat in the area.       

Impacts to wildlife populations will likely not be restricted to this large area at the northern end 

of the Santa Rita EMU. For dozens of highly mobile, terrestrial species such as mountain lion, 

bobcat, deer, and javelina, the loss of access to those northern lands could jeopardize their 

ability to utilize wildlife corridors (see Fig. 4).  This is because the area of the Forest north of the 

mine and Management Area 16 likely plays an oversize role in facilitating movement of species 

between the Santa Rita Mountains and the Rincon/Catalina mountain complex to the north.  

The pockets of woodland and desert scrub would help facilitate these movements (see Fig. 5).   

A likely place of movement for species that come out of that northern area of the Santa Rita 

EMU is Bar‐V Ranch, which was acquired by Pima County in 2005.  A recent investigation by 

Pima County staff found that there are many potentially wildlife‐friendly underpasses under 

Interstate 10 on the Bar‐V Ranch (Powell and Fonseca 2013, unpublished data; Fig. 6).  These 

concrete underpasses, along with the areas under bridges over Cienega Creek and Davidson 

Canyon, provide critical pathways to 

facilitate movement across the I‐10.   

Summary 

Pima County, through our investments 

in land and other SDCP elements, has 

played an active role in mitigating the 

loss and fragmentation of wildlife 

habitat in eastern Pima County.  A look 

at our land holding in Figure 4 shows 

that we own/lease key pieces of land 

that can help facilitate movement of 

wildlife among the Santa Rita, 

Whetstone, and Rincon mountains.  

We have long recognized the critical 

Figure 6.  Concrete underpasses such as this one under I‐
10 at Bar‐V Ranch can facilitate movement of wildlife 
from one side of the highway to the other. Interstate 10 is 
the single most significant barrier to wildlife movement 
between the Santa Rita and Rincon mountains, making 
the presence of these underpasses critical.   
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role that other land‐based conservation partners, in particular the U.S. Forest Service, plays in 

maintaining the biodiversity of our region and in helping to continue to achieve the SDCP 

biological goal.  Indeed, Pima County plays a key conservation role in Pima County by filling in 

the missing pieces of the conservation puzzle. The biological, ecological, and social benefits of 

our land conservation actions are many, but a key role of our acquisitions and set asides is to 

facilitate movement of terrestrial wildlife among major blocks of protected areas, such as the 

Forest Service manages.  

Pima County takes this linkage role very seriously and we would hope that our conservation 

partners would adopt the same conservation ethic. Yet the Forest Service’s decision to move 

forward with approving the Rosemont Mine, designate Management Area 16, and not look at 

the broader implications of these actions on their own lands and on the regional linkage 

network, is cause for concern. These actions diminish Pima County’s investment in the Cienega 

watershed.    
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